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It is widely acknowledged that teachers need to interrogate and transform 
how Eurocentrism underpins educational practice. This paper argues that 
teachers can actively engage with decolonial frameworks and concepts 
to productively expose how Eurocentric categories of thought shape 
teaching practice and curriculum. We describe how six teachers “walked 
with” the decolonial concept of the pluriverse (a sense of multiple co-
existing differences) during collaborative reflections about our diversity 
teaching of culturally safe healthcare. Our research processes drew on 
the principles of collaborative, reflective practice. We co-participated in 
conversations, which aimed to collectively explore how the pluriverse 
concept intersected with our teaching and undertook qualitative co-
analysis of themes emerging across these dialogues. The paper outlines 
how employing the pluriverse concept as a companion to our reflective 
process enabled us to ask critical questions about Eurocentrism in our 
teaching practice and content. Our questioning, in turn, generated 
principles for embedding the pluriverse in the curriculum, pedagogical 
approaches, and teacher dispositions. The paper discusses what enables 
and hinders the pluriverse being embedded in curriculum materials and 
classroom activities and the limitations of our activities in relation to the 
broader project of decolonising pedagogy.
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1. Introduction
Scholars and activists have exposed how education 
reproduces colonial power structures to the detriment 
of students (Connell, 2007; Nakata, 2007). In response, 
decolonising perspectives — which seek to unlearn and 
relearn in relation to dominant Western ways of knowing, 
doing and being (Walter & Baltra-Ulloa, 2016) — have 
increasingly been used to critique education paradigms. 
This paper is situated in this broader terrain and arises from 
a specific teaching context. During the research phase, all 
six authors taught about culturally safe healthcare to large 
cohorts of health profession students at four campuses 
across Tasmania and New South Wales, Australia. The aim 
of this teaching was to equip students with the ability to 
critically reflect on the assumptions embedded within their 
professional institution and prepare them to both work 
effectively with marginalised groups, including Aboriginal 
and Torres Strait Islander Australians, and become agents 
of change. This type of teaching has been increasingly 
prioritised in higher education settings as part of a significant 
shift towards advancing the cultural safety skills of university 
graduates (Riley et al., 2015). We are a group of teachers 
who identify with a range of diverse, intersectional social 
and cultural locations. We share commonalities in the ethos 
we bring to our work; we acknowledge we are socialised into 
the dominant Western paradigms in education (Krursz et al., 
2020) and are committed to bringing a decolonising lens to 
our teaching practice.
This paper responds to an issue, which arose in our dialogues 
— our aspiration to interrogate how Western paradigms 
of thinking pervade our teaching. Although we bring an 
intersectional lens to our teaching, classroom discussions 
include references to marginalised groups. We discovered 
these discussions, and student essays, often created a 
dominant majority, and “diverse” minority; groups with the 
dominant majority group often being equated with “us”, 
and the other groups attributed the status of “them”. This 
illustrates the pervasiveness of the conventional Western 
conception of the world as a single, moral universe, with 
dominant groups and minority or “other” groups. Scholars 
have highlighted issues arising from this worldview. For 
example, Nakata et al. (2012) explain that sliding into “us” 
versus “them” content produces binarised, essentialised 
Indigenous and non-Indigenous identities. We found 
that when classroom conversation tipped into “us/them” 
formulations, it fed into homogenising perspectives 
about “diverse” cultural groups (Hollinsworth, 2016). This 
experiential evidence from both students and teachers points 
to how identities can be reified and populations generalised 
in diversity teaching in a way that is counter-productive to 
critical and reflective thinking. The team discussed strategies, 
which may be beneficial in this regard, such as committing 
to speaking to different identities in the room and ensuring 
the dominant Euro-Australian identity is just one of them. 
However, it was clear we needed to investigate further how 
Eurocentric thinking shapes our teaching and how students 
engage in the classroom. 
The purpose of this collaborative exploration was to explore 
how decolonial theory — and in particular the “pluriverse” 
concept, that is the “decolonial political vision of a world 
in which many worlds would coexist” (Mignolo, 2018, p. 
ix) — might assist us in exposing how Eurocentric thinking 
shapes our teaching and enable us to bring more epistemic 
diversity to our teaching about culturally safe healthcare 
(Zembylas, 2017; Zondi, 2018). In this project, we specifically 
tried to achieve this by actively engaging with decolonial 
theory in our ongoing collaborative reflections about our 
shared teaching experiences.
2. Theoretical framework
The broad agenda of the contemporary tradition of 
decolonial theory includes: acting against the harms of 
colonisation; resisting the Eurocentrism of the West and the 
ways it subjugates peoples disempowered by colonialism, 
and interrogating how we relate to the universality of 
Western thought (Mbembe, 2016; Mignolo, 2006; Mignolo & 
Walsh, 2018; Wynter, 2003). Decolonial frameworks provide 
apt tools for interrogating how our teaching, and specifically 
our discussion of differences between people, are imbued 
by “Western, colonial and Eurocentric epistemological 
foundations” (Zembylas, 2017, p. 397) that in turn perpetuate 
the idea of one universal world composed of major/minor 
groups, featuring a “human” who is underpinned by colonial 
epistemological “Western Man” (Wynter, 2003). 
This paper contributes to the significant and emerging 
work by scholars who explore what it means in practical 
terms for teaching practice to be informed by decolonised 
perspectives.  Decolonising perspectives have been used 
to critique and expose how Eurocentric thought shapes 
education paradigms and pedagogy (Bhambra et al., 
2018; De Lissovoy, 2010; Kester et al., 2019; Nyoni, 2013; 
Zembylas, 2018); expose the violence of modernity in higher 
education (de Oliverira Andreotti et al., 2015), and disrupt 
how teaching practices and curriculum reproduce settler 
realities and colonial power (Mackinlay & Barney, 2014). 
Importantly, the decolonisation agenda lends support to 
embedding Indigenous epistemologies in the educational 
curriculum as they serve as powerful counter-hegemonic 
action to dominant discourses and support Indigenous staff 
and students’ wellbeing (Edwards & Hewitson, 2018; Walter 
& Baltra-Ulloa, 2016).
The pluriverse concept arises from decolonial scholarship 
(Escobar, 2016; Mignolo, 2018). It has particular utility for 
this project because it provides a fundamentally different 
concept to the idea of one universal world. Mignolo (2018) 
notes that Western Christian philosophers of the European 
Middle ages claimed superiority over other groups. This 
began searing Western epistemology with the imperial and 
colonial project. In contrast, “the pluriverse consists in seeing 
beyond this claim to superiority, and sensing the world as 
pluriversally constituted…[by] the entanglements of several 
cosmologies connected today in a power differential” 
(Mignolo, 2018, p. x). The pluriverse concept challenges the 
logic of universal modernity — which is promulgated by 
capitalist and colonial modernity — that there is only “the 
world” and “other” worlds exist in relation to “the world” or 
are rendered non-existent. The pluriverse is a world in which 
multiple worldviews, practices and livelihoods co-exist; a 
world where no one particular way of living shuts down 
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others (Escobar, 2001, 2012; Mignolo, 2006). The pluriverse 
interrupts the commitment to one common world. Rather, 
the focus shifts to the ongoing processes of making many 
worlds, to “heterogeneous worldlings coming together as 
a political ecology of practices, negotiating their difficulty 
being together in heterogeneity” (De la Cadena & Blaser, 
2018, p.4).
 
The pluriverse concept has been used to think about 
pedagogic practice in a limited way. “Pluriversalising” 
education has predominantly been linked with the notion 
of epistemic diversity in which the Eurocentric story is 
decentred and dialogue among different epistemic traditions 
is privileged instead (Mbembe, 2016; Zembylas, 2017; 
Zondi, 2018). For example, Waite and Robbins (2017, p. 38) 
note how the pluriverse can inform a general pedagogical 
orientation of “teaching in relation to plural worlds, a never 
finishing project”. In the Australian context, Nakata (2007) 
describes the related concept of the “cultural interface”—
the space between Western and Indigenous domains where 
knowledges intersect; the place that Indigenous people are 
constantly actively negotiating. Nakata et al. (2012) propose 
bringing a pedagogic focus on the cultural interface 
to challenge the way that binaries such as Indigenous/
Western and primitive/modern are perpetuated in learning 
environments. 
3. Methodology 
We are a small group of colleagues with a shared passion for 
challenging Eurocentrism and embedding decolonial theory 
into our teaching of culturally safe care to health profession 
students. In 2017, we were drawn together through collegial 
discussions about the emotional labour that inevitably arises 
in this teaching space. These discussions evolved into a 
community of practice (Wenger et al., 2002) and formalised 
our collective reflections about decolonising our teaching. 
This, in turn, developed into collaborative research that 
made a case for peer collaboration as an important way of 
supporting teachers who are bringing a decolonising lens to 
their teaching practices. 
The methodology for this project involved a group of 
colleagues “walking with” the concept of the pluriverse and 
engaging in collaborative and critical reflective conversation 
about shared teaching experiences (Ng & Tan, 2009). 
While we acknowledge that reflective time can occur 
introspectively, in conversation with ourselves, we concur 
with Brookfield (1995, p. 140) that the full value of reflection 
“occurs only when others are involved”. Collaborative 
thinking can uncover assumptions and enhance processes 
of inquiry through shared dialogue (Allard et al., 2007). Our 
reflections were intuitive, implicit and took a broad view. This 
enabled us to challenge assumptions and current thinking 
in “diversity” teaching and maintain a broad vision of our 
work as it relates to issues of social justice, in particular 
decolonising pedagogies and educational goals and values. 
The methodology was emergent, in the sense that we were 
open to the connections made and directions taken through 
the conversations (McLeod, 2014). Additional connections 
were also derived through the iterative movement 
between our reflections on previous and ongoing teaching 
experiences, reading, thinking, talking and curriculum review. 
This was, overall, a productive methodology for exploring 
our research question, aligning with what Mignolo and 
Walsh (2018, p. 19) describe as a “praxis of decoloniality”: 
“a walking, asking, reflecting, analysing, theorizing and 
actioning — in continuous movement, contention, relation, 
and formation”. The conversations generated insights 
into how educators can draw on the pluriverse concept to 
challenge Eurocentrism in education. 
Our group conversations were enabled by the degree of 
trust in our group, which has developed through working 
together as teachers and co-researchers for the past three 
years. The group has the capacity to support and care 
for each other as we share multi-level responses to our 
teaching experiences and allow questions to arise (O’Dwyer 
et al., 2018). We share being invested in peer collaboration 
as a way of exploring how whiteness informs pedagogical 
practice (Andrew et al., 2008; Charbeneau, 2015; Jupp, 
2017). Thus, we embarked on this project with an already-
established, comfortable process of working with each 
other and a sense of the scholarly value of being in a shared 
process of reflection about our teaching processes. 
The data collection for this project constituted six 
collaborative, reflective conversations by Skype, between 
the members of the project team. These conversations 
were approximately 60 minutes in length and were audio-
recorded. The project lead, Kim McLeod, wrote summary 
notes of each conversation. The group undertook a meta-
reflection process and discussed the detailed notes from the 
Skype conversations. Kim conducted a thematic analysis to 
identify patterns across all the project materials (Braun & 
Clarke, 2006). Initial themes that emerged from this process 
included: questions of power and privilege; how students 
shore up or resist normativity; presence and absence in 
students’ navigation of their cultural locations; negotiating 
difference in an intercultural space; students’ complex 
identities, and implications for us as teachers.
We engaged in group discussions about the initial themes 
and further meta-reflection. Kim then examined these 
materials to identify instances where the pluriverse concept 
propelled us to see how Eurocentric categories of thought 
were shaping the teaching and learning environment. The 
data was organised into categories based on the themes as 
well as instances of teaching strategies that demonstrated 
“walking with” the pluriverse concept. 
4. Analysis and Discussion 
Our active engagement with the pluriverse concept in 
our collaborative reflections enabled us to expose how 
Eurocentric categories of thought shape teaching practice 
and curriculum. In the first part of this section, we show 
how Eurocentrism informs how students learn about, and 
relate to, intersectionality, social and cultural locations, 
and difference. The following part of the analysis presents 
our response to these insights, and our desire to teach 
differently. We then outline some principles for embedding 
the pluriverse in the curriculum, pedagogical approaches 
and teacher dispositions. We highlight the productive 
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interplay between the pluriverse concept and our capacity 
to teach about culturally safe healthcare practice.
How Eurocentric categories of thought shape 
teaching and learning about our own differences
In this section, we outline how the pluriverse concept alerted 
us to the way students drew on Eurocentric categories of 
thought as they navigated the idea of intersectional identities. 
Intersectionality recognises that each individual belongs to 
multiple groups; the various “cultural locations” within each 
of us interact and intersect depending on the context and 
change over time. We use the concept of intersectionality 
to help students reflect on their social locations and 
to consider each patient as an individual with distinct 
experiences, histories and intersecting identities rather 
than as a member of a group, such as Muslim, Aboriginal 
and/or lesbian. Students are encouraged to consider how 
institutions, structures and systems discriminate against 
some identities and communities and afford privilege to 
others. Students gain insight into how some identities 
experience multiple forms of discrimination, which in turn 
shapes their experience in unique ways.
The Eurocentric idea of the human at the centre of one, 
universal world was at play in key tensions that arose in how 
students engaged with intersectionality. Students embraced 
the concept of intersectionality, as it resonated with their 
own lives. Some of our teachings focus on diversity in 
terms of race, religion, gender, sexuality and ability. We 
encountered an enduring tension in how students related 
power and privilege to their intersectional definition of self. 
On the one hand, some students had “light bulb” moments. 
They recognised that the parts of their identity they found 
difficult to identify was due to them belonging to dominant 
groups with associated invisible privileges. On the other 
hand, students could limit their engagement to aspects of 
diversity with which they felt comfortable while glossing 
over points of tension. We noticed that many students 
readily focused on aspects of their identity for which they 
experienced discrimination but seemed less able or willing 
to examine how some social locations afforded greater 
access to power and/or privilege at the structural level. As 
Kim reflected, students tended to use the intersectional 
framework to “celebrate the complexity of individual 
uniqueness in ways that flatten everything down to the level 
of the individual”.
These students used this exercise to understand themselves 
as intersectional and complex, but in ways that reinforced, 
rather than challenged, norms associated with locating their 
identity at the “natural” centre of the world. Students actively 
selected “what representation is given and not given to the 
intersections of cultures, colonies, colonists, classes, races, 
gender, sexuality, age, ethnicities, power and privilege” 
(Baltra-Ulloa, 2018, p. 129). For example, students drew on 
discourses of victimhood (Nelson et al., 2018) to produce 
a “different but equal” narrative, which led to power being 
elided. Or, the disadvantages experienced by someone 
from a low socioeconomic (SES) background were equated 
with being an immigrant of colour. Students engaged with 
an exercise to explore how they might stereotype, and be 
stereotyped, by filling in the blanks: “I’m    , but I’m not    ”. 
Sarah found a typical response was “I’m white/Australian, 
but I’m not racist”, indicating how students used the activity 
to shore up unquestioned belonging to their chosen groups 
(and the groups’ associated privileges). We recognised 
similarities between our students’ responses and (white) 
students’ resistance to the knowledge that threatens 
hegemonic understandings that have been documented in 
the literature (see Brookfield and Associates, 2019; Cabrera, 
2014; Hollinsworth, 2016). Following Picower (2009), we 
recognise that students’ strategies encompass not merely 
passive resistance but active protection of the status quo. 
Their reluctance to acknowledge racism suggests that it 
would be too discomforting for them, creating too many 
problems that they would have to deal with in their lives 
(Brookfield et al., 2019).
We identified another tension relating to students engaging 
with intersectionality. Students maintained and reinforced 
the dominant Eurocentric worldview by placing their identity 
at the centre in an unquestioned way. As Robyn reflected, 
thinking about intersectionality alone was comfortable for 
them, “because they [could] choose what aspects of their 
intersectionality they [could] focus on”. However, engaging 
with the intersecting space was vital, as Robyn mentioned, 
“so that they don’t feel like they are outsiders in that space, 
and that they don’t feel uncomfortable in that space”. In other 
words, an intersectional understanding of self can help 
students to feel they are relationally present, and relationally 
active in shaping their future health encounters. We were 
led to ask to what extent the students’ “presence” had been 
enabled by students reifying their own positions through 
drawing on the dominant Eurocentric worldview, with “me at 
the centre” during their engagement with intersectionality. 
The pluriverse was a useful concept for bringing these 
issues into focus for us. In our discussions, we wondered if 
the concepts we introduced to disrupt normativity, such as 
intersectionality, were being used “creatively” to shore up 
normativity instead. 
How Eurocentric categories of thought shape 
teaching and learning about others’ differences 
This section details how Eurocentric categories of thought 
shaped the ways students explored differences in other 
individuals and populations. Above we detailed how students 
selectively engaged with the “comfortable” aspects of their 
own identities. Sarah observed how this tendency extended 
to how students relate to the differences of “others”: “They 
do that thing, I’m going to allow that kind of difference, I’m OK 
with that because it fits with my way of thinking to a degree, 
but I’m a bit funny on that difference.” Students construct 
difference as “other” to my/our common world of “non-
difference”. They enrol difference into the Eurocentric idea 
of one world, with all other worlds relegated as different. 
Kate mentioned that she often got “feedback about students 
valuing learning about the ‘other’”. In other words, students 
came to class, expecting to learn about “others”. However, 
as Sarah identified, our aim was for students “to learn about 
themselves”. We saw how students could inflect difference 
with Eurocentric thinking, thereby removing any connection 
to the idea of pluriversal differences between co-existing 
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worlds. In addition, students can remain in the centre, 
detached from “others”, rather than navigating difference 
as a person who is located among and connected to other 
peoples. 
To interrupt this, we needed to find ways of teaching students 
to see that what they do relationally is the key. This is what 
creates change, not the differences they see as embedded in 
the “other”. We found the pluriverse concept a rich resource 
for us because it directs attention to the negotiations and 
contestations between multiple and intersecting worlds. 
The challenge in this is to think about groups as different 
from each other with some commonalities in-between—
arguably, what the earlier debates about multiculturalism 
have offered. If we can locate the dialogues in this space 
that is “in-between”, we can go beyond categorising 
different groups, and creating “us” and “them” dichotomies, 
and think instead about our connections as people sharing 
the same space. 
We were provoked to ask whether it is possible to bring 
these students into a conversation about how difference is 
produced through intersecting relations at this early stage 
of their learning about cultural safety. Nakata et al. (2012) 
argue that privileging Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 
knowledge is a good starting point to understand how 
knowledge systems and societies that have been decimated 
through colonization. However, it is not a position to 
uncritically maintain. For example, in our teaching which 
focuses on culturally safe healthcare with Aboriginal and 
Torres Strait Islander patients, students need an initial 
grounding in the invasion, colonisation, and the rupture 
of kinship to understand the ongoing differences between 
Indigenous and non-Indigenous people’s health outcomes. 
They also need an appreciation of self-determination 
as it relates to the distinct rights and responsibilities of 
Australia’s Indigenous peoples. Moreover, students had 
been exposed to sociological health literature, which draws 
on the idea of majority/minority groups to aid thinking 
about power and how resources are distributed unevenly. In 
contrast, the pluriverse concept highlights how Eurocentric 
thinking informs knowledge generated about the broadly 
defined Indigenous (“minority” group) and non-Indigenous 
(“majority” group) in one universal world. As such, it 
propelled us to ask how we could engage students with 
these critical perspectives, without replicating what Nataka 
(2007, p. 10-11) describes as “the western order of things 
and its constitution of what an Indigenous opposition 
should be”. We discussed whether it is possible to teach 
structural group differences alongside ongoing relationality. 
We explored whether our teaching could be underpinned 
by the cultural interface while still giving students an initial 
grounding in the social, cultural and historical determinants 
of health for Aboriginal peoples. A challenge for us was to 
reflect on this notion productively with students who are 
often only beginning a process of learning about structural 
discrimination and their own identities. 
Two telling illustrations show how students relate to 
Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal people as binary groups 
and replicate the “taken for granted ways of thinking that 
are the foundations of cultural practices that reinforce 
epistemological and ontological superiority” (Baltra-Ulloa, 
2018, p.130). This manifested in the students’ learning as the 
simultaneous reinforcing of an unquestioned centre and the 
distancing of the “other”. An eye-opening point for us was to 
see students’ reflections to a case study of the preventable 
death of Ms Dhu. Ms Dhu was a 22-year-old woman of the 
Yamatji Nanda Nation and the Banjima People who died of 
septicaemia in police custody in South Headland, Western 
Australia in 2014 within 48 hours of being incarcerated for 
failing to pay fines. She was taken to the hospital twice 
after complaining of pain but was returned to her cell after 
medical professionals attributed her pain to “behavioural 
issues” or “drug withdrawals”. The coroner’s report found 
that both the police force and health and medical institution 
failed to deliver the duty of care owed to Ms Dhu and 
that the behaviour of responders was both unprofessional 
and inhumane (Western Australia Coroner’s Court cited in 
Klippmark & Crawley, 2018). Referring to students as they 
discussed this case study, Kim reflected that it was:
shocking [to see] that they didn’t relate to her 
demise like they couldn’t relate to her, an air of 
inevitability of it. [It was] very easy for the students 
to position themselves as outside it. 
As Whitt (2016, p. 432) explains, distancing is problematic 
because it “prevents students [and others] from critically 
examining important aspects of their world, lives, and 
knowledge”. 
The second (even more) telling example saw students 
mobilise their recently gained insights into colonisation in 
Australia within their reflective essays. Many non-Aboriginal 
students absented themselves by enacting the identity of 
“white person with a handle on invasion” and by collectively 
not empathising with Aboriginal peoples’ lived experiences. 
As Duncan observed: 
It’s that placement of racism in the past, it’s 
that they get to push themselves away, they say 
that happened, and I’m acknowledging it now, 
and that’s the only journey I can go on, I can’t 
understand it’s still relevant.
We saw this response to a marked degree across our student 
cohort: students removing and distancing themselves from 
relations to peoples. This positioning contrasted starkly with 
how the students related as people (and locating themselves 
as people) in their learning in our teaching which focused 
more broadly on exploring race, religion, gender, sexuality 
and ability, where there was more leeway (as we described in 
the first section) to locate the self in desired and comfortable 
ways.
Overall, the pluriverse concept helped us to sustain our 
questioning about how identities can be reified and 
populations generalised in diversity teaching in a way that 
is counter-productive to critical and reflective thinking. In 
addition, the concept helped us to reveal how Eurocentric 
thinking shapes our teaching, and the students’ learning, 
about difference.
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Principles for “pluriversal” pedagogies, curriculum 
and teacher dispositions 
In this section, we outline some principles for pedagogical 
approaches, curriculum development and teaching 
strategies, which are informed by the pluriverse concept.
Teaching to and from multiple positions 
This principle entails taking as a departure point that we 
are teaching from multiple perspectives, with people of 
all different identities, all interacting and working through 
the content together. The principle supports always 
interrogating, as Robyn observed, “to what extent our 
teaching and the materials [are] aimed at the dominant 
group, rather than a broader group”. This can be mediated by 
presenting multiple worldviews as the norm, and unpacking 
which worldview is dominant, and why. Kate noted how 
the pluriverse concept helped us resist acknowledging a 
dominant worldview, yet framing this worldview as one of 
many, by saying: “yes, there is one dominant worldview… 
but it is just one.” In our teaching context, we impressed on 
students the many worldviews on health, and what makes 
the biomedical model central, due to its dominant power 
position. This means not just avoiding positioning white 
Western ways of doing, being and knowing as the norm, but 
highlighting how a worldview is centred. 
This principle supports asking what it means in teaching and 
learning encounters if we understand teachers and students 
as relating to multiple, intersectional positions. This presents 
an effective strategy to avoid patterns in centring one group 
and othering other groups, in classroom conversation and in 
the content. We recognised, however, that this entails being 
attentive to how we are shaped by our own intersectional 
positions, as Robyn indicates:
With my training in whiteness and wanting 
white students to get it, I can speak to the white 
students. But if I’m doing that, I’m ignoring all the 
other students in the room. How [do I] make sure 
I’m not only speaking to the dominant groups and 
the position of non-dominance. The conversation 
needs to encompass everyone.
This was crucial to reflect on because if we only focus 
on “white students”, we would be ignoring all the other 
students in the classroom — or excluding or silencing some 
students who may be able to make connections and relate. 
We noticed a striking difference between some Anglo- 
or European-originated students and those with other 
backgrounds in terms of reflecting on their positionality and 
making connections with other peoples. As Kate reflected, 
“my non-Euro students were already so aware of their racial 
selves”. Although it is important to enable voices and 
expression from a diverse range of intersectional positions, 
we are mindful of not reifying a student as representing their 
“group” by asking them to be the voice for the group. For 
that, Duncan pointed to the benefit of initiating classroom 
discussion by introducing multiple perspectives: “…it’s about 
how we start up the workshops…we can integrate the idea, 
that there are multiple voices here, there is a pluriverse of 
knowledges; you shouldn’t have to look to that person to be 
that voice”. 
Modelling working in-between 
This principle emphasises being attentive to how difference 
is readily attributed to those who are positioned as “other” 
to the norm of “Human Western Man” (Wynter, 2003). 
Instead, attention needs to be sustained on how differences 
are relationally produced, rather than embedded in an 
“other”. We made links between our own practice as 
teachers and the practice we discuss in the classroom. This 
led us to model working in-between in our teaching; linking 
what we were asking students to do in the future to the 
classroom environment. This approach was supported by 
Nakata’s (2007) concept of the cultural interface as well 
as understandings of the pluriverse discussed by Dunford 
(2017), where the world is constituted through ongoing 
interrelationships. We remained cognisant of the fact that, 
similarly to healthcare spaces, workshops are relational 
spaces and what happens in those spaces is determined by 
who is in them. Sarah indicated how the pluriverse supports 
pedagogical approaches that enable us to: 
debunk the idea that “there are groups who are 
different, this is how they are different, the specifics 
of their difference”…The pluriverse has weight in 
forcing students to learn about how others are 
different, but that everyone is different, and it 
is about their position of power, and it is about 
co-existence, and how do you do that without 
bringing an air of superiority. 
We discussed how teaching strategies, which enable students 
to explore what they do relationally, are key; activities that 
allow students to learn about how their own responses are at 
play in creating a “centre” and a “periphery”, which position 
some people as acceptable and others to be “tolerated”. This 
principle, then, suggests a focus on learning through our 
responses. These teaching and learning processes engage 
with students’ and teachers’ sense of identity, belonging, 
and community.
Vulnerabilities, emotions and affective responses feature in 
our classrooms and require attention, and care (Hollinsworth, 
2016). This is supported by understanding everyone in the 
classroom as not distinct from the many contexts that matter 
outside the formal learning environment. In other words, 
being a student or a teacher is “not an identity binary, as 
we often try to enact, but an assemblage” (McLeod et al., 
2020, p. 7). The principle connects with commitments of our 
earlier work together, of teaching orientations that include 
co-learning with the students — enacting that we too, as 
teachers, are part of, and accountable to, what is happening 
relationally in the teaching and learning space. Underpinning 
our teaching with the same ethos, we are asking students to 
consider that we are “always implicated in each other’s lives” 
(Baltra-Ulloa, 2018 p. 135).
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The potential of pluriversal, culturally safe practice 
As the above section shows, the pluriverse concept enabled 
a productive emphasis on intersectional relatedness in 
terms of how the students and we engaged with difference. 
We found this thinking was generative in relation to our 
teaching about culturally safe practice. Cultural safety is a 
concept developed in Aotearoa/New Zealand in the 1980s 
by Irihape Ramsden, in response to the inappropriate 
healthcare practices being used with Maori peoples. The idea 
has now been adopted as a framework in many countries 
around the world, including Australia. Firstly, cultural 
safety involves awareness and appreciation of difference 
by the healthcare practitioner. Secondly, it also involves 
legitimising differences, as well as an exploration of the self 
and one’s own beliefs, attitudes and values. Cultural safety 
occurs when the practitioner provides care that is focused 
on the cultural requirements of the client, where the two 
points mentioned above are applied (Phiri et al., 2010). 
The pluriverse concept helped us to think into, and emphasise, 
the “doing” of cultural safety as informed by intersectional 
relationality and pluriversal, co-existent worlds. It is a shift 
to relational doing as culturally safe practice. As Robyn 
reflected, “to actually engage with the idea of the pluriverse, 
it’s not just about imagining how things are for someone 
who is different to you; it’s about engaging in collaborative 
dialogue.” A pluriversal perspective on cultural safety is 
underpinned by “a cultural politics founded on a belief that 
multiple ways of knowing, being, and doing can have equal 
value in understanding care” (Baltra-Ulloa, 2018, p. 130). 
This enables discussing our (including students’) histories, 
spaces and positions as relational — that is being connected 
to each other — in all our teaching about cultural safety. In 
the classroom, we made a concerted effort to get students 
to think about intersecting, in-between spaces, highlighting 
that these are the kinds of spaces where they will navigate 
cultural safety in their future healthcare practice. In every 
interaction as a practitioner (or teacher), they/we need to 
approach interactions with an awareness of self, considering 
and legitimising intersecting differences (including within 
groups), negotiating power imbalances and being aware 
of the operationalisation of whiteness, while also ensuring 
that they/we work relationally and with respectful curiosity 
(Bansal, 2016; Phiri et al., 2010). This approach to practice 
is similar to that promoted by social worker Ann Joselynn 
Baltra-Ulloa (2018, p. 133), who argues that in an ideal 
world, there would be no right or wrong way to practice, it is 
about “learning in and through practice”. She explains that it 
is through being in relationships and navigating such spaces 
together that we learn how to care for and be cared for.
The pluriverse concept highlights ongoing contestations 
between co-existent worlds. As a result of our discussions 
about the pluriverse and its relationship to our teaching, 
we also included activities, videos and case studies 
into the content that exposed students to a diversity of 
positionalities and explored how they might navigate them 
in practice. The students we teach are being taught to be 
health professionals within the Australian healthcare system 
where the biomedical model, a white Western approach to 
health, is dominant. As a result, this approach is positioned 
as the norm for them. A guest lecture by Aboriginal scholar, 
Jacob Prehn, specifically explored working between the 
biomedical and Aboriginal models of health. Robyn noted 
how Jacob modelled this by “critiquing the biomedical model, 
but in some ways also utilising the biomedical model. There’s 
no sharp line between Western ways and Aboriginal ways of 
health treatment. In lots of ways, there are, but there is lots 
of cross-over. So maybe in that cross-over, that’s where you 
get away from that reification.” This way of thinking enabled 
a productive focus on what it means to work between the 
biomedical and Aboriginal models of health. 
We also found the pluriverse helped us explore in-depth 
how the Indigenous/non-Indigenous binary can reduce the 
complexity of culturally safe healthcare with Indigenous 
patients, to a simple model of a privileged white health 
professional interacting with a marginalised Indigenous 
person. Instead, we utilised and kept central the concept 
of intersectionality to highlight that there is a multitude 
of practice scenarios that can occur in the health sphere. 
For instance, a successful Aboriginal professional could be 
dealing with a white nurse from a low SES background. This 
also helped to challenge views of a static, one-dimensional 
Aboriginal identity. With this focus, we highlighted how 
a dialogue between different epistemic traditions is 
productive in healthcare encounters. As others have found, 
these exercises proved the usefulness of the “pluriverse” 
concept in decentring the Eurocentric narrative about 
patient-health professional relatedness and bringing more 
epistemic diversity to our teaching about culturally safe care 
(Zembylas, 2017; Zondi, 2018).
5. Conclusions and Recommendations
This paper highlights the need for decolonising pedagogies 
and teaching strategies that critique Eurocentric thinking. 
Integrating the pluriverse concept into our pedagogies 
has allowed us, as a teaching team, to become attentive 
to the impacts of Eurocentric thought and to rethink our 
pedagogy. We offer principles for embedding the pluriverse 
in the curriculum, pedagogical approaches and teacher 
dispositions, and in doing so, contribute to the existing 
literature about the pluriversalising of education through the 
incorporation of diverse epistemic knowledges (Mbembe 
2016; Zondi 2018). 
This paper indicates the importance of attending to how 
normativities can be reinforced in the pursuit of inclusive 
pedagogies. “Walking with” the concept of the pluriverse 
has allowed us to critically engage with and consider 
what would typically be deemed an “inclusive” teaching 
environment. When Eurocentric thinking underpins notions 
of inclusion, it means inclusion on the basis of sameness. 
The notion of “inclusive” teaching, which aims to provide 
the same learning opportunities regardless of students’ 
backgrounds, enjoys widespread and institutional support 
(Commonwealth of Australia, 2015). Using the pluriverse as 
a platform for critical discourse towards what Eurocentric 
thought situates as “diverse” identities creates a dialogue into 
what we are asking those who are positioned as “diverse” to 
be included in. The creation of “diverse” identities lies within 
Eurocentric thought, and that difference is defined by those 
who are “including” (de Oliveira Andreotti et al., 2018), often 
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negating the opportunity to ask those who are positioned as 
“diverse” about their thoughts on inclusion. Working towards 
“inclusion” does not necessarily guarantee a safe space for 
all people as it requires certain conformities. Focusing on 
the need for people not being the same (Raghuram et al., 
2009), along with the recognition that that can be for the 
betterment of everyone (Baltra-Ulloa, 2018), lies at the heart 
of a decolonised pluriverse praxis. We concur with Stentiford 
& Koutsorius’ (2020) observation that discussion about 
inclusive pedagogies in higher education needs to take the 
time to acknowledge the complexity of pedagogic issues, 
such as those we have identified in this paper.
 
Integrating the pluriverse, and hence questioning dominant 
narratives, has allowed us as a teaching team to relate to 
the multiplicity of differences that co-exist alongside each 
other and work towards praxes that are about creating a 
sense of belonging. Part of this process has been learning 
through how we teach and the importance of maintaining 
a “co-learning stance”. This has been critical for developing 
knowledge and pedagogies that create an understanding of 
both students’ and teachers’ needs. In this way, we respond 
to the literature about what it means in practical terms to 
decolonise teaching and learning, including engaging with 
students to critique the complexities around knowledge 
production and the limits of Eurocentric thought (Nakata 
et al., 2012). This breaks down the student/educator 
relationship in that we as educators respect and understand 
the knowledge that students bring, along with their own 
resistance to the dominant Eurocentric thinking (DiAngelo 
& Sensoy, 2009). As Kate identified in the first conversation: 
“we need to ensure we don’t assume students are part of the 
dominant group[s]”. Students who are considered “diverse” 
need to feel that that they are understood so that they are 
able to trust us as educators and negotiate their own terms 
of “inclusion” (Makhubela, 2018). 
The process that this teaching team has undertaken 
contributes to emerging decolonisation literature 
concerning praxis (Mignolo & Walsh, 2018). We have shown 
how critical and collaborative, reflective conversations that 
engage with promising theory can be a productive way of 
developing practical tools for decolonising education. Due 
to student resistance and the integration of new knowledge, 
it is significant that a finding of this project is the beneficial 
nature of the connective group relationship, which 
allowed openness and vulnerability in our collaborative 
conversations. The reciprocity that was integral to these 
conversations necessitated the need to be able to not only 
“walk with” the pluriverse as a concept but also the need to 
be able to walk with each other as a team.
An identified limitation of this project is the question of 
how far decolonisation processes can be achieved within a 
predominantly non-Indigenous group. As a teaching team 
engaged with Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander content, 
five of the team identify as non-Aboriginal and one as 
Aboriginal. Scholars of colour have identified the limits to 
how predominantly white teachers can engage with each 
other about whiteness and Eurocentrism (Ohito, 2019; 
Zembylas, 2018). This became a discussion point during the 
assemblage of this paper, in terms of how we could have 
been more purposefully engaged with this limitation during 
our collaborative conversations. This project could have also 
extended its methodology through bringing the research 
team into contact with scholarship in the space, including 
slow scholarship (Hartman & Darab, 2012); relational 
responsibility and care (McEwen & Goodman, 2010), and 
yarning methodologies (Shay, 2019). 
A recommendation from this project is that redefining 
“inclusion” from non-Eurocentric thinking can contribute 
to a greater sense of students feeling safe and, from that a 
sense of belonging. The following quote from Kim speaks to 
how the pluriverse has helped this process, “I feel overall it 
has been a useful lens for us to use, to think about how it is 
that we create groups of us and them, how different identities 
are enacted, I feel like it’s helped us to ask critical questions 
about the extent to which we are able to get the students 
to think about what it means to navigate difference.” The 
development of this approach within our teaching praxes 
has helped us as a teaching team to identify practical means 
in which we can decolonise our teaching. Expanding on this 
recommendation is the identification of engaging with the 
breadth of the decolonial project as it sits not only inside 
teaching and curriculum but also outside the classroom and 
the dominant culture. 
Our conclusions have shown that while this project has helped 
us to question Eurocentric thinking and worldview, it has 
also generated enduring questions and tensions, identifying 
the need for ongoing examination and experimentation. 
The pluriverse has allowed us to critique our teaching praxes 
and the complex nature of “us” and “them” dynamics in the 
classroom, thereby working towards creating spaces of 
belonging for all who sit within our classrooms.
Acknowledgements 
We would like to thank Mr Jacob Prehn for the contribution 
his online lecture made to the teaching program on which 
this paper is based. We are grateful for his pedagogical 
leadership which demonstrated to our teaching team that it 
is possible to enact epistemic diversity in teaching practice. 
References
Allard, C., Goldblatt, P., Kemball, J., Kendrick, S., Millen, J., 
& Smith, D. (2007). Becoming a reflective community of 
practice. Reflective Practice, 8(3), 299-314.
Andrew, N., Tolson, B., & Ferguson, D. (2008). Building on 
Wenger: Communities of practice in nursing. Nurse Education 
Today, 28(2), 246–252.
Baltra-Ulloa, A.J. (2018). Speaking of care from the periphery: 
The politics of caring from the post-colonial margins. In B. 
Pease, A. Vreugdenhil & S. Stanford (Eds), Critical ethics of 
care in social work: Transforming the politics and practices of 
caring (pp. 129-138). Taylor & Francis.
Bansal, A. (2016). Turning cross-cultural medical education 
on its head: Learning about ourselves and developing 
Journal of Applied Learning & Teaching Vol.3 Special Issue No.1 (2020) 38
respectful curiosity. Family Medicine and Community Health, 
4(2), 41–44, DOI: 10.15212/FMCH.2016.0109.
Bhambra, G. K., Gebrial, D., & Nişancıoğlu, K. (2018). 
Decolonising the university. Pluto Press.
Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2006). Using thematic analysis in 
psychology. Qualitative Research in Psychology, 3, 77-101. 
Brookfield, S. (1995). Becoming a critically reflective teacher. 
Jossey-Bass.
Brookfield, S. D. & Associates. (2019). Teaching race: How 
to help students unmask and challenge racism. Jossey-Bass.
Brookfield, S., Rudolph, J., & Yeo, E. (2019). The power of 
critical thinking in learning and teaching. An interview with 
Professor Stephen D. Brookfield. Journal of Applied Learning 
& Teaching, 2(2), 76–90. DOI: https://doi.org/10.37074/
jalt.2019.2.2.11. 
Cabrera, N. L. (2014). Exposing whiteness in higher 
education: White male college students minimizing 
racism, claiming victimization, and recreating white 
supremacy. Race, Ethnicity and Education, 17(1), 30-55. DOI: 
10.1080/13613324.2012.725040.
Charbeneau, J. (2015). White faculty transforming whiteness 
in the classroom through pedagogical practice. Race, 
Ethnicity and Education, 18(5), 655-674. 
Commonwealth of Australia. (2015). Tertiary education 
quality and standards agency act 2011. Higher education 
standards framework (threshold standards). https://www.
legislation.gov.au/Details/F2015L01639
Connell, R. (2007). Southern knowledge. A&U Academic.
Crenshaw, K. (1989). Demarginalizing the intersection of 
race and sex: A Black feminist critique of antidiscrimination 
doctrine, feminist theory, and antiracist politics. University of 
Chicago Legal, 139–167.
De La Cadena, M., & Blaser, M. (2018). A world of many 
worlds. Duke University Press.
De Lissovoy, N. (2010). Decolonial pedagogy and the ethics 
of the global. Discourse: Studies in the Cultural Politics of 
Education, 31(3), 279-293, DOI: 10.1080/01596301003786886.
De Oliveira Andreotti, V., Stein, S., Ahenakew, C., & Hunt, 
D. (2015). Mapping interpretations of decolonization in the 
context of higher education. Decolonization: Indigeneity, 
Education & Society, 4(1), 21-40.
DiAngelo, R. J., & Sensoy, O. (2009). “We don’t want your 
opinion”: Knowledge Construction and the Discourse of 
Opinion in the Equity Classroom. Equity & Excellence in 
Education, 42(4), 443-455. DOI: 10.1080/10665680903196354.
Dunford, R. (2017). Toward a decolonial global ethics. Journal 
of Global Ethics, 13(3), 380-397. 
Edwards, S., & Hewitson, K. (2008). Indigenous 
epistemologies in tertiary education. The Australian Journal 
of Indigenous Education, 37(S1), 96-102. DOI: 10.1375/
S1326011100000429. 
Escobar, A. (2001). Culture sits in places: Reflections on 
globalism and subaltern strategies of localization.  Political 
Geography, 20(2), 139-174. 
Escobar, A. (2012). Encountering development: The making 
and unmaking of the third world. Princeton University Press.
Escobar, A. (2016). Thinking-feeling with the earth: 
Territorial struggles and the ontological dimension of the 
epistemologies of the south. Antropólogos Iberoamericanos 
en Red, 11(1), 11-32. DOI: 10.11156/aibr.110102e.
 
Hartman, Y., & Darab, S. (2012). A call for slow scholarship: 
A case study on the intensification of academic life and its 
implications for pedagogy. Review of Education, Pedagogy 
and Cultural Studies, 34(1-2), 49-60.
Hollinsworth, D. (2016). Unsettling Australian settler 
supremacy: Combating resistance in university Aboriginal 
studies. Race, Ethnicity and Education, 19(2), 412-432, DOI: 
10.1080/13613324.2014.911166.
Jupp, J. C. (2017). What learning is needed for white teachers’ 
race-visible teaching? Racialised curriculum recording of 
cherished knowledges. Whiteness and Education, 2(1), 15-31.
Kester, K., Zembylas, M., Sweeney, L., Hyesoo Lee, K., 
Kwon, S. & Kwon, J. (2019). Reflections on decolonizing 
peace education in Korea: A critique and some decolonial 
pedagogic strategies. Teaching in Higher Education, 1-20.
DOI: 10.1080/13562517.2019.1644618.
Klippmark, P., & Crawley, K. (2018). Justice for Ms Dhu: 
Accounting for Indigenous deaths in custody in Australia. 
Social & Legal Studies, 27(6), 695–715.
Krusz, E., Davey, T., Wigginton, D., & Hall, N. (2019). What 
contributions, if any, can non-Indigenous researchers offer 
toward decolonizing health research? Qualitative Health 
Research, 30(2), 205-216.
Mackinlay, E., & Barney, K. (2014). Unknown and unknowing 
possibilities: Transformative learning, social justice, and 
decolonising pedagogy in Indigenous Australian Studies. 
Journal of Transformative Education, 12, 54-73.
Makhubela, M. (2018). ‘Decolonise, don’t diversify’: 
Discounting diversity in the South African academe as a 
tool for ideological pacification. Education as Change, 22(1), 
1–21.
Mbembe, J. A. (2016). Decolonizing the university: New 
directions. Arts and Humanities in Higher Education, 15(1), 
29–45, DOI: 10.1177/1474022215618513.
McEwan, C., & Goodman, M. (2010). Place geography and the 
ethics of care: Introductory remarks on the geographies of 
ethics, responsibility and care. Ethics, Place and Environment, 
Journal of Applied Learning & Teaching Vol.3 Special Issue No.1 (2020) 39
13(2), 103-112, DOI: 10.1080/13668791003778602.
McLeod, K. (2014). Orientating to assembling: Qualitative 
inquiry for more-than-human-worlds. International Journal 
of Qualitative Methods, 13, 377-394.
McLeod, K., Thakchoe, S., Hunter, M. A., Vincent, K., Baltra-
Ulloa, A. J., & MacDonald, A. (2020). Principles for a 
pedagogy of unlearning. Reflective Practice, 21(2), 183-197. 
DOI: 10.1080/14623943.2020.1730782
Mignolo, W. (2006). Citizenship, knowledge, and the limits 
of humanity. American Literary History, 18(2), 312–331, DOI: 
10.1093/alh/ajj019.
Mignolo, W. (2018). Forward: On pluriversality and 
multipolarity. In B. Reiter (Ed.), Constructing the pluriverse: 
The geopolitics of knowledge (ix-xvi). Duke University Press.
Mignolo, W., & Walsh, C. (2018). On decoloniality: Concepts, 
analytics, praxis. Duke University Press.
Nakata, M. (2007). The cultural interface. The Australian 
Journal of Indigenous Education, 36, 7-14. 
Nakata, M., Nakata, V., Keech, S., & Bolt, R. (2012). Decolonial 
goals and pedagogies for Indigenous studies. Decolonization: 
Indigeneity, Education & Society, 1(1), 120-140. 
Nelson, J. K., Hynes, M., Sharpe, S., Paradies, Y., & Dunn, K. 
(2018). Witnessing anti-white ‘racism’: White victimhood and 
‘reverse racism’ in Australia. Journal of Intercultural Studies, 
39(3), 339-358. DOI: 10.1080/07256868.2018.1459516.
Ng, P. T., & Tan, C. (2009). Communities of practice for 
teachers: Sensemaking or critical reflective learning? 
Reflective Practice, 10(1), 37–44.
Nyoni, J. (2013). Decolonial multicultural education in post-
apartheid South Africa. International Journal for Innovation 
Education and Research, 1(3), 83–92.
O’Dwyer, S., Pinto, S., & McDonough, S. (2018). Self-care for 
academics: A poetic invitation to reflect and resist. Reflective 
Practice, 19(2), 243-249.
Ohito, E O (2019). Fleshing out enactments of Whiteness in 
antiracist pedagogy: Snapshot of a White teacher educator’s 
practice. Pedagogy, Culture & Society, 28(1), 17-36.
Phiri, J., Dietsch, E., & Bonner, A. (2010). Cultural safety and 
its importance for Australian midwifery practice. Collegian, 
17, 105-111.
Picower, B. (2009). The unexamined Whiteness of teaching: 
How White teachers maintain and enact dominant racial 
ideologies. Race, Ethnicity and Education, 12(2), 197-215. 
Raghuram, P., Madge, C., & Noxolo, P. (2009). Rethinking 
responsibility and care for a postcolonial world. Geoforum, 
40(1), 5-13.
Riley, L., Howard-Wagner, D., & Mooney, J. (2015). Kinship 
online: Engaging ‘Cultural Praxis’ in a teaching and learning 
framework for cultural competence. The Australian Journal 
of Indigenous Education, 44(1), 70-84. 
Shay, M. (2019). Extending the yarning yarn: Collaborative 
yarning methodology for ethical indigenous education 
research. The Australian Journal of Indigenous Education 1-9, 
DOI: 10.1017/jie.2018.25.
Stentiford, L & Koutsouris, G (2020). What are inclusive 
pedagogies in higher education? A systematic 
scoping review. Studies in Higher Education, 1-17. DOI: 
10.1080/03075079.2020.1716322.
Waite, S., & Robbins, K. (2017). The question of creativity for 
the field of educational leadership. In D. Waite, & I. Bogotch 
(Eds.) The Wiley international handbook of educational 
leadership (pp. 29-44). Wiley Blackwall. 
Walter, M., & Baltra-Ulloa, J. (2016). The race gap: An 
Indigenous perspective on whiteness, colonialism, and social 
work in Australia. Social Dialogue, 4(15), 29-32. 
Wenger, E., McDermott, R., & Snyder, W. M. (2002). 
Cultivating communities of practice. Harvard Business School 
Press. 
Whitt, M. S. (2016). Other people’s problems: Student 
distancing, epistemic responsibility, and injustice. Studies 
in Philosophy and Education, 35, 427-444, DOI: 10.1007/
s11217-015-9484-1.
Wynter, S. (2003). Unsettling the coloniality of being/
power/truth/freedom: Toward the human, after man, its 
overrepresentation—an argument. CR: The New Centennial 
Review, 3(3), 257-337. 
Zembylas, M. (2017). The quest for cognitive justice: 
Towards a pluriversal human rights education, 
Globalisation, Societies and Education, 15(4), 397-409, DOI: 
10.1080/14767724.2017.1357462.
Zembylas, M. (2018). Con-/divergences between postcolonial 
and critical peace education: Towards pedagogies of 
decolonization in peace education. Journal of Peace Education, 
15(1), 1-23, DOI: 10.1080/17400201.2017.1412299.
Zondi, S. (2018). Decolonising international relations and its 
theory: A critical conceptual meditation. Politikon, 45(1), 16-
31, DOI: 10.1080/02589346.2018.1418202.
Copyright: © 2020 Kim McLeod, Robyn Moore, Duncan Robinson, Derya Ozkul, Sarah Ciffci, and Kate Vincent. This is an open-access 
article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in 
other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original publication 
in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does 
not comply with these terms.
